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Notice of reasons for refusal 

Japanese Patent Application No. 2004-136379 
Sending date April 8, 2008 

Reasons 

[Reason 1] 

This application does not comply with the 
requirements of Patent Law Section 37 on the points 
mentioned below. 

Notes 

The invention described in claim 1 is recognized as 
a specified invention and its relationship with the 
inventions described in the other claims is discussed 
below. 

Firstly, the invention described in claim 1 is a prior 
art as disclosed in cited documents 1 and 2 listed below 
and therefore is not novel. 

Accordingly, even if the invention described in claim 
1 solves any technical problem, the problem concerned has 
already been solved prior to the filing of the subject 
application and is not an unsolved ^problem" . Therefore, 
the problem concerned does not fall under a ^^problem" 
prescribed by Patent Law section 37 (i) . 
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Thus, between the invention described in claim 1 cind 
the inventions described in the other claims, there exists 
no problem to be solved by the invention which had not been 
solved imtil the filing and are common to both of them. 
Therefore, the invention described in claim 1 and the 
inventions described in the other claims do not have the 
relationship prescribed by Patent Law Section 37 (i) . 

Secondly, as the invention described in claim 1 is 
not novel, there exists, between the invention described 
in claim 1 and the inventions described in the other claims, 
no substantial part of the invention which is novel and 
common to both of them. 

Thus, the invention described in claim 1 and the 
inventions described in the other claims do not have the 
relationship prescribed by Patent Law Section 37 (ii) . 

Thirdly, the invention described in claim 1 and the 
inventions described in the other claims do not have any 
of the relationships prescribed by Patent Law Section 37 
(iii) , (iv) and (v) . 

Since the svibject application is in violation of the 
provisions of Patent Law Section 37, the inventions 
described in the claims other than claim 1 are not examined 
as to the requirements concerned other than those of Patent 
Law Section 37. 

(Among the claims that have not been examined, there 
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can be claims to which the reasons 2 to 4 mentioned below 
are applicable. When the unity is dissolved by amendment 
and the reasons 2 to 4 mentioned below are applicable to 
claims that are newly included in the claims to be examined, 
decision of refusal may be issued without final 
notification of reasons for refusal. Therefore, it is 
recommended that, on an occasion of amendment, whether or 
not the reasons 2 to 4 mentioned below are dissolved is 
investigated for all the amended claims.) 

since the subject application is in violation of the 
provisions of Patent Law Section 37, the inventions 
described in the claims other than claim 1 are not examined 
as to the requirements concerned other than those of Patent 
Law Section 37. 

[Reason 2] 

1. The invention described in the claim mentioned below 
of the subject application should not be granted a patent 
under Patent Law Section 29 (1) (iii) since it is an 
invention described in the publications mentioned below 
which were distributed or an invention made available to 
the public through electric telecornmxonication lines in 
Japan or foreign countries prior to the filing of the 
subject application. 

2 . The invention described in the claim mentioned below 
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of the subject application should not be granted a patent 
iinder Patent Law Section 29(2) since it could have easily- 
been made prior to the filing of the subject application 
by a person who has common knowledge in the technical field 
to which the invention pertains, on the basis of the 
invention described in the publications mentioned below 
which were distributed or an invention made available to 
the public through electric telecommxanication lines in 
Japan or foreign countries prior to the filing of the 
subject application. 

Notes (With regard to the cited documents etc., see the 

list of cited documents etc. below.) 
[With regard to claim 1; Cited document 1] 
(Remarks) 

First, the meaning of the ''lighting rate" in the 
claimed invention is discussed. 

In the detailed description of the invention, 
descriptions are made to the "lighting rate" using various 
concepts (description is spread over a plurality of parts 
while being associated with the amo\int of current, APL, 
the total sum of data, etc . ) . The description in paragraph 
[1335] is as follows: "^Assuming that the maximum current 
flowing to a cathode is 100 mA and the total sum of image 
data has the maximum value in this case, the lighting rate 
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is synonymous with SUM (total sum) control or control of 
the APL level. Expressions by the use of the "lighting 
rate" make it easy for the amount to be xanderstood in such 
a manner that a lighting rate of 50% means that a current 
flowing to a cathode (anode) is 50% of the maximum, and 
a lighting rate of 20% means that a current flowing to the 
cathode is 20% of the maximum. Therefore, the term of 
lighting rate control will be mainly used hereinafter." 

According to these descriptions, it is perceived that 
the ^lighting rate" in the claimed invention is a 
multivocal concept widely including various parameters 
corresponding to the amount of current which are used for 
controlling the amount of current unless there is imposed 
restrictions such as specific calculation methods. 

The description in claim 1 does not define whether 
image data used for calculation of the ^lighting rate" is 
analog data or digital data, and does not define what 
calculation method is used. Therefore, it is obvious that 
parameters, such as APL, which are used for controlling 
the absolute amount of current and which correspond to the 
amount of current are included in the "lighting rate". 

Accordingly, since the EL display device described 
in the third embodiment in the cited document 1 calculates 
an APL from a video signal and controls an element power 
supply voltage based on a relative level (high or low, see 
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paragraph [0036]) of the APL, the relative level (high or 
low) of the APL concerned corresponds to the "lighting 
rate" in the claimed invention. There is no difference 
from the claimed invention on other points. 

Thus, the invention described in claim 1 of the 
stibject application is identical to the invention 
described in the third embodiment of the cited document 
1. 

[With regard to claim 1; Cited document 2] 
(Remarks) 

The invention described in claim 1 is identical to 
the invention according to the embodiment of the invention 
disclosed in the cited document 2. 

in paragraph [0018] and the like, there is described 
that the EL display device is the subject. The element 
voltage of the EL display device is either an anode voltage 
or a cathode voltage. Therefore, there exists no 
substantial difference between this invention and the 
claimed invention. 

in terms of common general technical knowledge, APL 
control should be performed such that the range between 
the minimum value and the maximum value of APL is normalized 
(otherwise, the minimum value and the maximum value of APL 
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deviate from the appropriate control range to cause 
abnormal operations) . 

Therefore, in general, when a drive circuit is 
controlled by APL control, it is obvious that APL is a 
concept corresponding to the lighting rate. 

[Reason 3] 

The invention described in the claim mentioned below 
of the subject application should not be gremted a patent 
under Patent Law Section 29(2) since it could have easily 
been made prior to the filing of the subject application 
by a person who has common knowledge in the technical field 
to which the invention pertains, on the basis of an 
invention described in the publications mentioned below 
which were distributed or an invention made available to 
the public through electric telecommunication lines in 
Japan or foreign countries prior to the filing of the 
subject application. 

Notes (With regard to the cited documents etc., see the 

list of cited documents etc. below.) 
[With regard to validity of claim of priority] 

Japanese Patent Application No. 2003-129528, which 
is the basic application of claim of priority, does not 
describe the constitution corresponding to control of the 
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driving voltage based on the lighting rate of the 
inventions described in claims 1 to 8. 

Therefore, the reference date of adjudication of the 
inventions described in claims 1 to 8 vihder Patent Law 
Section 29(2) and other articles is July 18, 2003, which 
is the filing date of Japanese Patent Application No. 
2003-277166 serving as the basic application of claim df 
priority. 

[With regard to claim 1; Cited documents 1 to 8] 
(Remarks) 

The invention described in claim 1 could have been 
easily made by a person skilled in the art on the basis 
of the inventions described in the cited documents l to 
8 and a well-known art. 

For example, in the EL display device described in 
any one of the cited documents 1 and 2 , replacing parameters 
corresponding to the amount of current and electric power 
with, e.g., the known lighting rate (display rate) based 
on the total sum of digital image data as described in the 
cited document 8 does not require particular ingenuity to 
the person skilled in the art, but it is only a design 
modification. 

Employing the art of controlling the amount of 
current on the basis of the lighting rate as described in 
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the cited documents 1 and 2 to the EL display device 
described in any one of the cited documents 3 to 7 can also 
be easily made by the person skilled in the art, in this 
case, replacing the parameters for control with such a 
known lighting rate described in the document 8 also does 
not require particular ingenuity of the skilled person in 
the art, but it is only a design modification. 

[Reason 4] 

The invention described in the claim mentioned below 
of the subject application should not be granted a patent 
under Patent Law Section 29bis since it is identical to 
an invention described in the specification, claims or 
drawings originally attached to the request of the 
application for patent mentioned below, which had been 
filed prior to the filing date of the subject application 
and for which an official gazette was issued or which was 
laid open after the filing of the subject application, the 
inventor of the subject application is not identical to 
the inventor who has made the above invention according 
to the patent application prior to the filing of the subject 
application, and the applicant of the subject application 
is not identical to the applicant of the above patent 
application at the time of filing of the subject 
application. 
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Notes (with regard to the cited documents etc., see the 

list of cited documents etc. below.) 
[With regard to claim 1; Prior application 9] 
(Remarks) 

The invention described in claim 1 is identical to 
the invention according to the embodiment of the invention 
described in the specification of the prior application 
9. 

[With regard to claim 1; Prior application 10] 
(Remarks) 

The invention described in claim 1 is identical or 
substantially identical to the invention described in the 
third example in the specification of the prior application 
10. 

It is only a design modification, which does not 
require particular ingenuity of a person skilled in the 
art, to replace the parameters for control with, e.g., a 
known lighting rate described in the document 8, and it 
does not have new effects. Thus, it falls under the 
category of substantial identity. 

list of cited references 
1, Japanese patent Laid-open No. 2002-116728 
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2. Japanese Patent Laid-open No. 2001*306018 

3. Japanese Patent Laid-open No. 2002-182612 ' 

4. Japanese Patent Laid-Open No. 2001-210122 "f" C i-^P'^^ 

5. Japanese Patent Laid-open No. 2003-150109 ^ ' 

6. Japanese Patent Laid-Open No.2001-060076 

7. International Publication WOOl/06484 P<^ 

8. Japanese Patent Laid-Open No. 2000-259110 

9. Japanese Patent Application No. 2002-305948 
(Japanese Patent Laid-open No. 2004-138976) 

10. Japanese Patent Application No .2003 -043251 
(Japanese Patent Laid-Open No. 2004-252216} 



Reasons why this is issued as the final notification of 

reasons for refusal 
This notification is to notify only the reasons for 
refusal which are necessitated by amendments made in 
response to the initial notification of reasons for refusal - 
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